REMARKS 



Claims 10-18 are currently pending in the application. Claims 10 and 1 1 are amended. 
No new matter is presented. The forgoing amendments and following remarks are considered 
by Applicants to overcome each rejection raised by the Examiner and to place the application 
in condition for allowance. An early Notice of Allowance is therefore requested. 

Claims 10-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. Specifically, the 
Examiner indicates that features recited in claim 10 are not positively claimed. Claims 10 
and 11 are amended to overcome the cited rejection. Specifically, claim 10 is amended to 
more clearly recite the features of the present invention. In view of these amendments, 
Applicants request the withdrawal of the rejection of claims 10-18 under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph. 

The Examiner rejects Claims 10-13 and 16-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Linder (U.S. Patent No. 5,057,282) in view of Petrek (U.S. Patent No. 
6,286,678) or Kalmakis et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,019,225). Applicants respectfully traverse 
this rejection. 

Linder discloses a package for unitizing and shipping pipette tips that includes a 
paperboard tray received on the side panels of an outer shipping enclosure, which panels' 
support the tray over a cavity into which the pipette tips extend. See Abstract. 

Petrek is directed to a refill pack of material containing an array of replacement 
pipette tips for a reusable tip rack. Petrek does not teach or suggest a pipetting device having 
a slide guide as provided in the claimed invention. 

Kalmakis is directed to a pipette rack with an array of interconnected sleeves. 
Although Kalmakis disclose an improved pipette tip support rack, Kalmakis does not cure the 
deficiency of Linder. Specifically, Kalmakis does not teach or suggest a pipetting device 
having a slide guide as provided in amended claim 10. 

Claim 10 is amended to positively recite the pipetting device and the slide guide. 
These amendments, as indicated by the Examiner would overcome the cited references. It is 
respectfully submitted that since Linder, Petrek, nor Kalmakis fail to disclose a pipetting 
device as provided in amended claim 10, Applicants request the withdrawal of the rejection 
of claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Thus, the Applicants believe that the features of the claimed invention is not obvious 
over the teaching of Linder in view of Petrek since Linder and/or Petrek do not teach, 
disclose or suggest the present claims. Moreover, one skilled in the art would find nothing in 
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Linder or Petrek alone or in combination that would disclose, teach or suggest the claimed 
invention or any reason for making it. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request the 
withdrawal of the rejection of claims 10-13 and 16-18 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the teaching 
of Linder in view of Petrek. Applicants respectfully disagree. Claim 15 is dependent upon 
claim 10. Therefore, Applicants submit that for at least the reasons mentioned above, claim 
1 5 recites subject matter that is neither taught nor suggested by the cited references. As a 
result, Applicants respectfully request the withdrawal of the rejection of claim 15 under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

In view of the remarks presented herein, it is respectfully submitted that the present 
application is in condition for final allowance and notice to such effect is requested. If the 
Examiner believes that additional issues need to be resolved before this application can be 
passed to issue, the undersigned invites the Examiner to contact him at the telephone number 
provided below. 



October 13,2006 
REED SMITH LLP 
599 Lexington Avenue 
New York, NY 10022 
GHK:BKS 



Respectfully submitted, 




Ger&d-iOeT 
Reg. No. 25,116 
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